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M. Despland; Dean M. Flynn 


The meeting was called to order at 2:00 p.m. 


Dr. O’Brien welcomed Senators to the first Senate meeting-of the 1979/80 
Academic year. He noted that as is usual at this point in the year there was a 
significant change in the Senate membership and he therefore felt that it would be 
useful and appropriate for members to identify themselves. He invited members 
of Senate to introduce themselves by giving their name and indicating the 
particular group or constituency from which the member comes. 


Approval of Minutes 
IT WAS MOVED BY DR. WALL, SECONDED BY PROF. GIGUERE, THAT 


THE MINUTES OF THE SENATE MEETINGS OF APRIL 27, MAY 24 AND 
25, AND JUNE 28, 1979, BY APPROVED. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 
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Chairman’s Remarks 


For the benefit of new Senators, Dr. O’Brien explained the various agenda item 
headings, emphasizing that in effect it was the responsibility of the Steering 
Committee to organize the various item in whatever order seemed to be most 
necessary. He advised that the order was not necessarily the order of importance, 
but rather, more often as not, the order was dictated by various deadlines in the 
University year. Certain items, if not dealt with in a given month, would perhaps 
miss the deadline and be postponed, in some cases, for a year. 


With respect to the financial position of the University, Dr. O'Brien reported that 
the 1978/79 financial year ended with a one million dollar surplus, although it had 
been announced earlier in the year that a deficit of between two and three million 
dollars had been expected. He advised that a combination of reasons had 
contributed to the substantial shift in the financial position of the University 
during the year. The Government,, in the course of the year, made an adjustment 
to the University's financial base of some two million dollars but immediately 
took part of that money away through other adjustments which were made. Since 
those other amounts would, by and large, have been taken away anyway, the 
adjustment to the financial base represented an improvement in the financial 
situation. Another reason of substantial importance was that the enrolment turned 
out to be larger than had been projected and under the system for financial grants 
for last year, an adjustment was made in terms of the actual enrolment as it turned 
out to be for that year. The changes mentioned above, which the University had 
been aware of and had more or less hoped would take place, had been expected to 
offset the deficit which had been announced earlier in the year. A third change in 
the method of counting students, which was announced by the Government, was 
an additional unexpected factor that worked in Concordia's favor. The 
consequence of these various changes was that the University ended up last year 
in a surplus position. With respect to the 1979/80 financial year, Dr. O’ Brien 
advised that at this point in the year, the University was announcing an expected 
deficit of one million, eight hundred thousand dollars. The University would be 
discussing this matter with the Department of Education during the course of the 
year and it was hoped that there would be further changes and .adjustments that 
would end up offsetting the anticipated deficit. Noting the swing from a rather 
large surplus position to an even larger deficit position from one year to another, 
Dr. O’Brien explained that the very complicated grant system which we have in 
Quebec seemed to lend itself to this kind of situation. This was even more true in 
the present year where the Government has made some significant changes in the 
systems. He advised that although we ultimately ended up with the financial base 
for last year, with all the adjustment, being what it was, the Department of 
Education does not propose to carry that same base forward as the starting point 
for calculating our 1979/80 grants. 


Rather they have proposed to carry forward another figure which has been 
calculated months earlier in the process and which is a lower number. This seemed 
to be a particularly illogical thing to do and it was one of the things that the 
University will argue should be corrected. If it is corrected it would certainly help 
Concordia's financial position. 


Dr. O’Brien further advised that there has been another significant change in 
methodology. In the past, the grants have been readjusted in terms of actual 
enrolment and last year that was one of the reasons that brought the University 
extra money. However, the Government has now announced that, no matter what, 
it does not intend to make any recalculation in the grants. This means that, even if 
our enrolment turns out to be a little higher than was expected, we will not get a 
readjustment in our grant for the current year. There has also been a change in the 
counting of students. In the past the Government simply used the actual 
enrolment for the year in question and made after-the-fact corrections months 
later. In order to get away from that and to move towards definitive grants, the 
Government is proposing to use a three year enrolment average. That was, instead 
of the actual enrolment figure for 1979/80 as a basis for grants, an average figure 
covering the most recent three years will be used, including a projected figure for 
1979/80. 


Dr. O’Brien explained that this substantial shift in methodology may, in the long 
run, be of some advantage to Concordia in some ways, in that, when and if we get 
into a period of declining enrolments, a three year average would keep higher 
figures in the calculations for a longer period of time. However, in the short run, 
this change will likely work against the University and in fact it has worked 
against us for the current year. 


He stated that while Concordia was making reasonable progress in surviving from 
year to year, it was also true that the University still remained very definitely 
underfinanced in comparison with other Universities in Quebec, no matter which 
way one would care to make that comparison. This has been part of Concordia's 
arguments in the past and would be so, once again, this year. In fact, in spite of 
the two million dollars of additional special money that was provided to 
Concordia, this does not appear to have moved us ahead significantly in terms of 
comparison with other universities. The reason for this was because of other 
things that happened simultaneously. Whereas Concordia was given a special two 
million dollars, simultaneously the grant system was shifted in ways that made it 
more favorable to Universities where enrolments are expanding rapidly. That was, 
while Concordia got a special two million dollars, other Universities got more 
money than they otherwise would have had, because of their rapid rate of growth 
in enrolment. The relative difference between Concordia and other Universities 
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therefore has not been closed to the extent that the University really feels it 
should be closing. While this was something that was not expected to be 
accomplished in one year, nevertheless it was still not happening rapidly enough 
and it was therefore a cause for concern for Concordia and cause for discussion 
with the Department of Education. 


Dr. O’Brien advised that this has been a year for substantial changes in the space 
situation within the University, where there has been a greater than usual number 
of space changes made and he felt that we were in the final stages of shaking down 
from that. He stated that perhaps the major item of interest was the question of 
library-facilities on both campuses. The past year has been essentially one of 
running fairly hard to try to end up in the same place as we were at the beginning 
of the year. As always, Concordia has requested new library space on both the Sir 
George Williams and Loyola campuses. 


He explained that in the 1978 Fall Term, the Department of Education came out 
with a "working paper" which suggested that since according to their norms, 
Concordia University lacks space but McGill University has extra space, 
Concordia should use McGill's Library. This was a solution that appeared to be 
only workable on paper and a good deal of the past year has been spent in trying 
to show why this was just not a realistic or realizable way of handling the Library 
problem. Dr. O’Brien advised that the indications at this point were that we have 
made some real progress on this. He explained that the Conseil des Universités, 
which was the main advisory body to the Department of Education, has issued a 
report on the "working paper", which, while it does not take up the Library 
question explicitly, nevertheless strongly attacks the presumptions on which the 
"working paper" was based. We now seemed to be in a situation where the 
Department of Education was willing to take another look at the Library 
proposals. 


Question Period 


A question was put concerning an article relating to the role of English 
Universities in the Province of Quebec that appeared recently in the Montreal 
Gazette, which suggested that the English educational institutions at all levels 
would do well to organize together and to cooperate more fully in preparing to 
face the future. Dr. O’Brien stated that apart from the rather apocalyptic tone 
which prevaded the article, it would be very difficult to quarrel with some of the 
basic ideas that collaboration among the English Language Institutions of Quebec 
would be a good idea in the face of the challenges that could be named, and to the 
suggestion that there has been less collaboration than perhaps one might expect. 
He emphasized however that while one could agree with those general ideas as 
such, there was a risk that one could easily slide into by taking that position. The 
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risk was that 'by doing so, we place ourselves in a kind of defensive mentality and 
in a limited position; in other words, that we get together to plan our own ‘demise 
in as orderly a fashion as possible. While he was certain that that was not what 
the author of the article had in mind, nevertheless it was the risk that Dr. O’ Brien 
perceived unless one approached that kind of a question in a somewhat more 
positive frame of mind than the article itself provided. 


He further stated that there would be problems for educational institutions during 
the 1980's, which would be a period of declining student enrolments. It would also 
be a period of various open political options which would be played out in ways 
which no one at the moment knew. However, this University had quite a number 
of assets and strong points that could be used to good advantage during this 
period. In some ways Concordia may be better placed than the average institution. 
The last five years have been spent in doing the very complicated housekeeping 
which arose as a result of the merger. That period was now over and we were at a 
point where, if we used positively and imaginatively the much greater base of 
strength which Concordia has acquired in consequence, we were very well situated 
to deal with the 1980's. 


Dr. O'Brien also stated that there may be a question of priorities. While there was 
certainly no reason why we should not get together with other English Language 
Institutions to talk about our problems, he felt that it was more pressing that we 
get to work internally on what we think we can do for ourselves because the 
matter of collaboration with others could only be strongly based if each of the 
institutions knows what it can do itself and what its own strengths are. 


In response to a question concerning difficulty in receiving academic advising 
which some students in the Recreation and Leisure Studies programme have 
experienced, Dr. Wall, Provost, Division IV, Faculty of Arts and Science, 
explained that Prof. A. Wright, who was the Co-ordinator of the programme, has 
left the University and that a Co-ordinator who is new to the University has 
recently been appointed. - 79-7-8 Responding to a question concerning possible 
plans for a fund raising campaign, Dr. O’ Brien advised that the University did 
have plans for a fund raising campaign over the next five years. However, this 
expectation was co-related with the Library project and in fact it has been the 
continuous postponement of that project that no doubt was the reason that there 
has not been such a campaign up to this point. As to the psychological 
advantages, or otherwise, of approaching our supporters, there were always pros 
and cons to that and in any given year it could be argued either way as to whether 
this was the appropriate time or not. The fact was that we simply have to go ata 
certain point, but the timing then gets influenced by the knowledge of what other 
fund raising campaigns might be going on, because it was pointless to go to major 
donors in the same year as the Royal Victoria Hospital, for example, may be going 
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to the same donors. Dr. O’ Brien advised that, in the meantime, the Annual 
Development Fund campaign, which in a way was the nucleus around which a 
major capital campaign would be built, continues. 


He further explained that there were two fairly obvious problem in terms of 
campaigns of this kind. One was the-continuing movement of potential donors out 
of Montreal and the other was the question as to what kind of support our own 
community was giving to the campaign. Unless we are able to say that we have a 
fairly reasonable amount of support on campus, this tends to lead to smaller 
donations from off campus as well. With respect to on campus support, Dr. 
O’Brien emphasized that the percentage of givers was important. It was better to 
raise the same amount of money with ninety percent of the faculty contributing, 
than the identical amount of money with thirty percent of the faculty 
contributing. If we want to run a captial campaign successfully, we must establish 
that kind of a background in this area, otherwise the campaign was less likely to be 
successful. 


Reports from Councils, etc. 


Dean Simon reminded Senate that the Certificate in Marketing Research and the 
Minor in Marketing Research programmes were approved by Senate at its meeting 
of May 25, 1979, with certain modifications. He reported that these modifications 
have now been ratified by the Commerce and Administration Faculty Council. 


Appointments Election of Steering-Committee Members 


The list of eligible faculty members, which had been prepared by the Secretary in 
the form of a ballot (Doc-US-79-7-Dl), was circulated to the Senators. 


Dr. O’Brien explained the mandate and membership of the Steering Committee of 
Senate and the procedures for the election of faculty members to that Committee. 
Dr. O’Brien advised that since the student members of Senate were not entirely 
named at this point, it was inconvenient to name the two student members to the 
Steering Committee at this meeting but the practice was to ask the student 
members of Senate who were present, to get together with student members yet to 
be named, between now and the next meeting of Senate and propose the names of 
two students, one from each campus, for membership on the Steering Committee. 
Senate would expect to approve those memberships at the next meeting. 


Dr. O’Brien also advised that the meetings of the Steering Committee were 
regularly held on the Loyola campus, on Tuesday mornings, beginning at 8:30 a.m. 
and normally ending by 10:00 a.m. 
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Mr. K. Adams and Dr. P.E. Filion were asked to collect and count the ballots. 


It was agreed to continue with the next agenda item while the ballots were being 
counted. 


Senate Committees 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN FRENCH, RECORDED BY PROF. 
BHATNAGAR, THAT THE APPOINTMENTS TO THE PRIORITIES AND 
RESEARCH ALLOCATION COMMITTEE.AND THE LIBRARY 
COMMITTEE (DOC-US-79-7-D2), BE APPROVED. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Advisory Search Committees 


Dr. O’Brien advised that there were three Advisory Search Committees presently 
in operation. One for the Vice-Rector Academic, for the Faculties of Commerce 
and Administration, Engineering, and Fine Arts; one for the Dean of Division I, 
Faculty of Arts and Science; and one for the Dean, Faculty of Fine Arts. He 
explained that in the case of the position of Vice-Rector, there was no business to 
come before Senate because the members of the Advisory Search Committee are 
named by various other bodies in the University. However, Senate is called upon 
to name faculty members in cases where the constituencies span more than one 
Faculty, which was the case in so far as the other two Advisory Search 
Committees were concermed. 


He pointed out that the memberships for the two Advisory Search Committees in 
question, were contained in documents US-79-7-D4 and US-79-7-D5, which have 
been distributed for the meeting. 


With respect to the faculty members to be appointed by Senate, Dr. O’Brien 
explained that the practice was for the Steering Committee of Senate to propose 
names and to assertain if the individuals in question would be willing to serve if 
named. This has been done and the recommendations from the Steering Committee 
were contained in document US-79-7-D3 which was now before Senate. 


Concerning the nominations to the Advisory Search Committee - Dean, Division I, 
Faculty of Arts and Science (DOC-US-79-7-D3), Dr. O’ Brien requested that there 
be either a motion to approve the nominations or additional nominations, as 
Senate saw fit. 
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IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. O.CONNOR, SECONDED BY MR. LAJOIE, 
THAT THE NOMINATIONS TO THE ADVISORY SEARCH COMMITTEE 
- DEAN, DIVISION I, FACULTY OF ARTS AND SCIENCE 
(DOC-US-79-7-D3), BE APPROVED. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


With respect to the nominations to the Advisory Search Committee - Dean, 
Faculty of Fine Arts (DOC-US-79-7-D3), Dr. O’Brien again asked either for a 
motion to approve the nominations or for additional nominations. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. LAJOIE, SECONDED BY DEAN PINSKY, THAT 
THE NOMINATIONS TO THE -ADVISORY SEARCH COMMITTEE - 
DEAN, FACULTY OF FINE ARTS (DOC-US-797-D3), BE APPROVED. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Revisions to the Compositions of Faculty Councils 


Council of the Faculty of Commerce and Administration 


In presenting the Revised Composition of the Council of the Faculty of 
Commerce and Administration, Dean Simon advised that there was a 
miscalculation in the total number of ex-officio members indicated under 
"Proposed New Version", page 2, document US-79-7-D7. The correct total was 
14 rather than 16. This correction also applied to the totals listed at the bottom of 
page 3 of the same document. 


He explained that the thinking behind the proposed Revised Composition was 
that the Faculty should be one unit operating on two campuses rather than the 
two campuses operating as separate entities, as was reflected in the existing 
composition of the Faculty Council. He advised that the proposed revisions to 
Commerce and Administration Faculty Council have been unanimously accepted 
by the Faculty Council. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN SIMON, SECONDED BY PROF. CURNEW, 
THAT THE REVISED COMPOSITION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE 
FACULTY OF COMMERCE AND ADMINISTRATION (DOC-US-79-7-D6), 
BE APPROVED BY SENATE AND RECOMMENDED TO THE BOARD OF 
GOVERNORS FOR ITS APPROVAL. 


Responding to a question concerning the one year term attached to an additional 
representative from departments giving courses in Commerce programmes, Dean 
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Simon explained that this was to allow for input from other departments who 
hopefully might become involved in changes to the curriculum. Since these changes 
might, from year to year, involve different disciplines, the one year term would 
allow the Council to take this into consideration in deciding annually which 
department appropriately should be represented on Council for the following 
year. Cited as possible examples were the Departments of Mathematics, 
Psychology, Sociology and some of the Engineering Departments, where in the 
development of new programmes, collaboration with the particular department 
would be helpful. With respect to a representative from other "University 
Services", Dean Simon mentioned as examples, the Audio-Visual Department and 
the Centre for Learning and Development. 


Concerning the mechanism for appointing the above mentioned memberships, 
Dean Simon explained that the Faculty Council, at its last meeting of a given year, 
would decide which department or departments it wished to have represented on 
Council for the following year. The Dean of the Faculty would write to the 
department chairman asking the chairman to send a representative to the Faculty 
Council, such representative to be selected by whatever mechanism the 
department chairman wished to use. The Faculty Council would then accept the 
person so appointed. 


Concerning the representatives from the Economics Department and the 
representative from a Department other than Economics, it was explained that the 
intent was that these representatives would be full-time faculty members. It was 
agreed that for these categories, "representative(s)" be changed to "full-time 
faculty member(s)". 


THE MOTION, AS CHANGED, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


Election of Steering Committee Members (cont'd) 


Dr. O’Brien announced that Prof. G. Gross, Faculty of Fine Arts, was elected to 
the Steering Committee. He advised also that the first round of balloting had not 
resulted in a clear cut election in any of the other categories. 


Ballots were distributed for the second round of voting. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that under Commerce and Administration, the names 
remaining on the ballot were Profs. Curnew and Potter; and under Engineering, 
Profs. Fancott and Giguere. Under Arts and Science, the names to be deleted were 
Profs. Farrell, Morris, and Tresierra. 
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Prof. Curnew, Commerce and Administration advised that he had an 8:45a.m. 
class on Tuesday mornings, which conflicted with the Steering Committee meeting 
time. He requested that his name be deleted from the ballot. Consequently, it was 
agreed that for this round, under Commerce and Administration, the names of 
Profs. Goodwin and Potter remain on the ballot. 


It was agreed that Senate proceed to the next agenda item while the ballots were 
being collected and counted. 


Revisions to Compositions of Faculty Councils (cont'd) 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN CHAIKELSON, SECONDED BY PROF. 
BHATNAGAR, THAT THE DESIGNATION "ONE FACULTY MEMBER 
ELECTED BY ANDRAGOGY" BE DELETED FROM MEMBERSHIP OF 
THE COUNCIL OF THE FACULTY OF ARTS AND SCIENCE, AND THAT 


"ONE FACULTY MEMBER ELECTED BY THE SCIENCE COLLEGE" BE 
ADDED TO THE MEMBERSHIP OF THE COUNCIL OF THE FACULTY 
OF ARTS AND SCIENCE" (DOC-US-79-7-D8). 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Report on Undergraduate Academic Regulations 


Dr. O’Brien explained that last May a number of items concerning undergraduate 
academic regulations were referred by Senate to an “ad hoc Committee” and 
document US-79-7-D9 was the Report from that Committee on several of those 
items. A number of other items were still being considered by the Committee and 
a report on those items would arrive at Senate at a subsequent meeting. 


Dr. O’Brien suggested that the Report (DOC-US-79-7-D9,) be dealt with in three 
sections. The first was Section C., page 2, document US-79-7-D9, Priority 
Procedure, which was related to a proposal last year from the Faculty of 
Commerce and Administration, that would allow academic re-evaluation within 
the Faculty to proceed much more rapidly, particularly between the first and 
second Terms, than permitted by the normal procedure; the second was the 
matters which appeared in italics on page 1, document US-79-7-D9; and the third 
was the regulations on Repetition of Courses on page 3 of the document. 


Mr. K. Adams, University Registrar, presented and explained the Priority 
Procedure, Section C, page 2, document US-79-7-D9. 


It was stated that the items under Section C., Priority Procedure, seemed to 
presuppose that professors submit their grades on time and it was wondered 
whether the procedures would cease to be operative if grades were not submitted 
on time.’ 


Mr. Adams advised that the intention was that the grades would be submitted on 
time and that as soon as a student knew what a particular grade was, whether 
formally or informally, the student could proceed with a re-evaluation. 


Responding to a question concerning the ten dollar fee mentioned in item C.2, Mr. 
Adams explained that in those instances where a student appeals a grade and a 
satisfactory resolution for a change in grade is made with the instructor, it was the 
responsibility of the student to so advise the Registrar's Office, thereby cancelling 
the appeal and no fee would be charged. It was only in those instances where the 
issue was resolved but the Registrar's Office was not informed and the procedures 
were continued, .that the fee would be charged. 


With respect to item C.l. - Priority Procedure - (DOC-US-79-7-D9 concern was 
voiced over the administrative difficulties that would be faced, given the extremely 
short time period within which an appeal for re-evaluation would have to be 
completed. 


Prof. R. Wills, Associate Dean, Programs and Student Affairs, Faculty of 
Commerce and Administration, advised that the procedure outlined under item C.l. 
was one that has been in existance and successfully used within the Faculty for 
the past year. He emphasized ‘that the success of the proposed procedure 
depended upon the control exercised by the person appointed by the Dean, 
which, in fact, begins with the scheduling of examinations whereby courses 
requiring subjective analysis are scheduled first. That was, the Faculty knew 
where the trouble areas were and the examinations were scheduled in such a way 
that in most instances the examinations were graded within two days of the exam 
being set. He advised also that the Faculty has been able to accomplish the turn 
around even during the Summer Session. Further, that although he would not claim 
that the proposed procedure would exhaust all of the possibilities and that there 
would not be some problems in particular instances, he argued that the Faculty of 
Commerce and Administration would not come to Senate with this proposal 
unless it had reason to believe that they could make it effective- He also agreed 
that there were no other alternatives that the Faculty could perceive. 


It was argued that the wording of item C.1., implied that all Faculties would have 
to adopt the Priority Procedure. 


Mr. Adams explained that the intent of the regulation was that Faculties would 
have the option of identifying those courses for which the Priority Procedure 
would apply. 


Dr. O’Brien suggested that if the intention was to put the responsibility in the 
Faculties to say that in the following circumstances the Priority Procedure could 
be used and in other circumstances it would not be used, the wording should be 
tightened up in order to make that aspect clearer than it was. 


It was argued that in the case where a pre-requisite course was offered in the 
Spring Term and the follow-up course not offered until the Fall Term, the process 
outlined under the Priority Procedure would not have much meaning and would be 
unjust to a student who took those courses in that type of context, relative to a 
student who took a course in the Fall Term and took the following course in the 
Winter Term. 


Dr. O’Brien explained that last Spring there was a proposal before Senate from the 
Faculty of Commerce and Administration essentially for a separate Commerce 
system, with no suggestion that it should apply anywhere else. 


The reaction of Senate at that time was that we should not have separate 
Commerce regulations and an attempt should be made to see if a general approach 
could be fitted into the regulations. It was the specific task of the ad hoc Task 
Force to propose a general approach and the Task Force has done this. The 
reaction of Senate now appeared to be not to go back to the proposal for a 
separate set of Commerce regulations but rather that the general approach should 
be inserted into the University regulations, but with the number of courses for 
which the Priority Procedure could be used, much more restricted than what 
appeared in item C.1. (DOC-US-79-7-D9). If Senate was sympathetic to this 
evolution of the situation, Dr. O’Brien proposed that between now and the next 
Senate meeting, item C.]. be rewritten and a new version that would be much 
tighter and much more limited in the number of courses that would receive priority 
treatment, be presented. 


Responding to a question as to whether or not Faculties would be able to opt out 
of the Priority Procedure by simply not providing a specific list of courses, Dr. 
O’Brien advised that that was something that the committee would have to look at 
in detail. If it were possible to provide a very specific list of courses, with the 
assurance that the list would be a stable one, it could be done that way. He 
explained however, that there would be a problem if the list was going to vary 
from year to year, and the list would either have to be one that was entrenched for 
quite some time or it would have to be on the basis of each Faculty annually 
deciding upon the list of courses. However, in either case, he felt that any 


particular Faculty could remain outside the Priority Procedure by not listing any 
of its courses. 


It was pointed out that very few students read the academic regulations and 
consequently when confronted with a problem, they are faced with a panic 
situation in which they attempt to read through the Calendar quickly to try to find 
out exactly what they have to do. Under item C-1., Faculties were required to 
forward a list of appropriate courses to the Registrar and it was wondered if it 
would be possible to post these courses at the beginning of the year, so that 
students would be aware of those courses covered under the Priority Procedure, 
before enroling in them. 


Dr. O’Brien presumed that the necessary information could be gathered 
simultaneously with the preparation of time tables, since that was the structure 
that defines the problem and it would then be a matter of ensuring a way with 
which it was publicized and made known. This was a point that should be 
considered in the reformulation of the policy. 


It was stated that one would not wish to stand in the way of the Faculty of 
Commerce and Administration continuing with a system that they have 
successfully experimented with and were happy with. At the same time however, 
one would not want to impose that system on other Faculties and one would be 
prepared to support the proposed procedure provided appropriate wording could 
be found for item C.]. which would allow other Faculties to submit a list which 
contained zero number of courses. 


Dr. O’Brien suggested that Senate could either proceed to vote on item Q,1., as 
written in document US-79-7-D9, or the Committee could be asked to present an 
alternative version of the item which would be much more restrictive. 


A substantial majority of Senators indicated by a straw vote that they were in 
favor of the Committee being asked to prepare a more restrictive version of item 
C.1., Priority Procedure (DOC-US-79-7-D9). 


In view of the preference indicated by the straw vote, Dr. O’Brien suggested that 
item C.l., be tabled to a subsequent meeting of Senate. He stated that he did not 
intend to push for debate on the remaining items in section C, at today’s meeting, 
since it appeared likely that Senate would end up debating all of the Priority 
Procedure at a subsequent meeting. However, he suggested that if there were any 
questions or points to be raised concerning the remaining items in Section C., they 
should be made known now so that they could be referred to the Committee at the 
same time. 


79-7-20 


With respect to item C.4., it was suggested that the Committee be asked to 
consider whether the word "subsequent " was appropriate. 


Mr. K. Adams wondered whether the Priority Procedure, if not approved in time 
to be printed in the 1980/81 Calendar, could be implemented immediately for the 
December examinations in the Faculty of Commerce and Administration. 


With respect to the above question, concern was expressed over the possible legal 
bind that the Registrar and the people in the Faculty of Commerce and 
Administration might find themselves in and it was wondered if, in fact, Senate, 
given the tone of the debate at today's meeting, has not implicitly approved the 
Priority Procedure with the understanding that item C.1. would be rewritten in the 
light of the discussion and with the understanding that ultimately it would be 
subject to ratification by Senate. It was suggested that the intent of item C.1. be 
approved in principle and at the same time, that the remaining items in section C. 
be approved. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. BORDEN, SECONDED BY PROF. CURNEW, 
THAT ITEMS C.2., 3., 4., and 5., OF THE PRIORITY PROCEDURE, 
(DOC-US-79-7-D9) BE APPROVED AND THAT ITEM C.1l. BE APPROVED 
IN PRINCIPLE, THE FINAL WORDING SUBJECT TO CLARIFICATION 
FOLLOWING AS A RESULT OF THE RECORD OF THIS DEBATE. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


It was understood that the precise wording of the Priority Procedure would be 
presented to Senate as soon as possible. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. BORDAN, SECONDED BY PROF. GIGUERE, 
THAT THE SENTENCE IN ITALICS IN ITEM A. 1. (PAGE 1, ACADEMIC 
RE-EVALUATION REGULATIONS, DOCUMENT US-79-7-D9), BE 
APPROVED. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 

IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. BORDAN, SECONDED BY DR. WALL, THAT 
THE SECTION IN ITALICS UNDER ITEM B.3. (PAGE 1, ACADEMIC 
RE-EVALUATION REGULATIONS, DOCUMENT US-79-7-D9), BE 
APPROVED. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. WALL, SECONDED BY DR. BREEN, THAT THE 
SENTENCE IN ITALICS IN ITEM B. 5. (PAGE 1, ACADEMIC 
RE-EVALUATION REGULATIONS, DOCUMENT US-79-7-D9), BE 
APPROVED. 


Mr. K. Adams explained that this was a recommendation which was presented to 
Senate last May by the Ombudsman. It was suggested by Senate at that time that 
the word "normally" be included in the statement. This has now been done. 


It was argued that the proposed regulation would place an enormous burden on 
the Registrar's Office, the Deans and Assistant Deans Offices, or any 
administrators involved, who would have to determine not only what courses a 
student was registered in but also which professors were teaching those courses. It 
was also pointed out that there was another problem arising from this. That was, 
that if the student involved was taking a major program in a given area, it was 
likely that the majority of the courses that that student would be taking in the 
second Term would be in that same area and the result would be that all possible 
re-evaluators would be eliminated. This would mean that in a huge proportion of 
cases, the Department would have to locate re-evaluators outside the University, 
which would be time consuming and costly. 


It was argued that there were Departments in the University where there was only 
one expert in a given subject and one would not like to see a student have a grade 
being re-evaluated by the same professor who graded the paper initially. 


It was suggested that the problem might be solved by removing the student's name 
from the paper in question. 


However, it was argued that, on the whole, professors recognize the handwriting 
of their own students. It was also pointed out that it would not work in Fine Arts, 
in the case of a "self-portrait." 


Concern was voiced over the difficulty which the proposed regulation would 
create and in some cases, almost the, impossibility of getting a fair evaluation, if 
Departments have to attempt to find someone who was really not otherwise 
eligible. It was also stated that while the Ombudsmen were undoubtedly making 
the recommendation because of allegations of unfairness, one was rather offended 
by the automatic assumption that there would always be unfairness. At the same 
time, it was-felt that by and large most people would behave fairly and correctly 
when confronted with this kind of a problem. It was further argued that if Senate 
voted in favor of the proposed regulation, we could potentially end up with some 
real legal problem because, in a particular case, a student could have a professor 
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carry out re-evaluation under the "normally" clause and subsequently demand that 
someone define the conditions under which that clause was applied. 


A motion was proposed by Prof. O'Connor, seconded by Prof. Kirpalani, that the 
clause be deleted. However, it was pointed out that there was a motion on the 
floor to approve the clause. It was explained that the same result could be 
achieved by voting against the motion that was on the floor. 


THE NOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS NOT CARRIED. 


Election of Steering Committee Members (Cont'd) 


Dr. O’Brien announced that the following were elected to the Steering Committee 
in the second round of balloting. 


Prof. C. Potter Faculty of Commerce and Administration 
Prof. T. Fancott - Faculty of Engineering. 


Dr. O’Brien advised that the following names under Arts and Science -would 
remain on the ballot for the next round: 


Prof. G. Adams 
Prof. J. Bhatnagar 
Prof. J. Stewart 
Prof. R. Tittler 
Prof. M. Verthuy 


It was agreed to continue with Agenda item VIII while the ballots for the third 
round were being collected and counted. 


Report on Undergraduate , Academic , Regulations (Cont'd) 


Repetition of Courses 


With respect to the proposed regulations on Repetition of Courses (page 3, 
document US-79-7-D9), Dr. O’Brien pointed out that the word "courses" in the 
second line of item 1. should be singular. 


Mr. K. Adams presented and explained the proposed regulations (page 3, 
document US-79-7-D9). 


It was stated that there was a debate on the Repetition of Courses regulations at 
the Arts and Science Faculty Council last year but it was not known whether or 
not the debate had in fact been concluded. Consequently it was wondered whether 
it would not be appropriate to table the proposed regulations until the various 
Faculty Councils have presented their recommendations. 


Mr. Adams advised that it was his understanding that the Arts and Science 
Faculty Council was concerned with the phrase "may not repeat the course" and it 
was recommended by the Arts and Science Faculty representative on the ad hoc 
Committee that the phrase "may not re-register" would be more acceptable. 


Serious concern was voiced over the situation whereby students were able to 
repeat a course again and again simply by withdrawing from the course by what 
was considered to be an extremely late official withdrawal date. 


Mr. Adams advised that the regulations covering withdrawal from courses was 
approved by Senate, whereby a student who officially withdraws from a course 
before the academic withdrawal date, was not responsible for that course. 


He advised also that the regulations-on Repetition of Courses that were presently 
in the Calendar applied to the Faculty of Arts and Science on the Sir George 
Williams Campus, and to the Faculties of Commerce and Administration and 
Engineering on both campuses. They did not apply to the Arts and Science 
Faculty on the Loyola Campus. He recommended that if the proposed regulations 
(DOC-US-79-7-D9) were not going to be approved today, the regulations be 
deleted for the time being and that students be allowed to repeat courses until such 
time as Senate decides whether or not they could do so. 


Dean Cohen stated that the concerns within the Faculty of Arts and Science 
centered on the definition and purposes of up-grading and the feeling seemed to be 
that most people would be in favor of allowing students to re-register for a course 
provided that up-grading meant that the original grade remained on the transcript 
as well as the new grade. However, up-grading should not be allowed if it meant 
replacing the original grade by the new grade. That was, the feeling expressed at 
the Arts and Science Faculty Council was that a student should be allowed to 
register over and over in a particular course as long as each and every grade was 
recorded on the transcript. 


Mr. Adams advised that that in fact was the current practice. In those cases where 
a student wished to repeat a course for external up-grading purposes, the 
transcript reflects the original mark with the credit value and for the second entry 
the grade appears with no credit value. 


Dr. O’Brien advised that Senate could either pass the proposed regulations (page 
3, document US-79-7-D9); or pass nothing; or refer the question to the ad hoc 
Committee or Faculty Councils for further discussions. 


Mr. Adams advised that if Senate decided not to pass the proposed regulations, 
his feeling was that the entry concerning Repetition of Courses that appears in the 
1979/80 Calendar would have to be placed in the 1980/81 Calendar unless there 
was a motion to delete the section that appeared in the current Calendar. 
However, rather than deleting what was presently in the Calendar, he would 
prefer Senate to approve a statement along the lines suggested by Dean Cohen 
concerning up-grading, to the affect that a student could repeat a course provided 
the grade appeared on the transcript, but without a credit value. 


The feeling was expressed that if Senate were to repeal the regulations, it would 
still have to legitimize the practise that the Registrar has in fact been following. 
That was, in those cases where a student re-registers for the purposes of 
up-grading, the student should be informed that the new grade would be entered 
on the transcript but that the original grade would remain and the credit value 
would simply not be repeated. Also, that the original grade was the grade that was 
calculated where percentages were required, except where other regulations 
provide for something else. 


Dr. O’Brien advised that the main question seemed to be a certain divergence 
between those who maintain that taking courses over should be permitted, with 
the details yet to be worked out, and those who maintain that repetition of 
courses should not be permitted. The issues involved up-grading and whether it 
was good or bad, and the question of retaking failed courses. There also was the 
issue of repetition of a course without credit versus repetition of a course with 
credit, it being pointed out that a student who repeats a failed course does not 
actually receive credit for that failed course. 


Dr. O’Brien stated that in the area of up-grading, it appeared that there was a 
complicated set of issues that have scarcely been examined anywhere in recent 
times. He did not suppose that we were in any position to do anything other than 
to continue the status quo and to have that matter considered on its own merits, 
with the possibility of making a change later. He advised therefore, that what we 
should have was a statement on the status quo, whether it was a regulation or a 
practice which we have been following. Also, he did not feel that a motion to 
change the status quo at this meeting would result in a satisfactory solution. 


With respect to the question of repeating a failed course in order to obtain credit, 
Dr. O’Brien stated that here again there has been a regulation or a practice or 
whatever the status quo was, which Senate may wish to examine. 


With respect to the proposal in general, (page 3, document US-79-7-D9), Dr. 
O’Brien advised that it was difficult to tell how much of it was recommendation 
to change or how much was a codification of the status quo. 


Mr. Adams explained that the only changes being recommended from what now 
appeared in the Calendar was that the phrase "may not repeat" be changed to 
"may not re-register", and that item number 4 be deleted. He advised that if these 
changes were approved by the October 26, 1979, Senate meeting, they would 
appear in the 1980/81 Calendar. 


Dr. O’Brien suggested that the proposal concerning Repetition of Courses (page 
3, document US-79-7-D9), be tabled for the moment and that for the next regular 
Senate meeting a statement of the status quo be brought forward and the 
presumption would be that that statement would be what would appear in the 
1980/81 Calendar. At the same time, the Registrar or the ad hoc Committee may 
bring forward, as well, recommended amendments to that status quo. He 
emphasized, however, that Senate should proceed on the assumption that the 
status quo would be in the Calendar and would .stay there unless or until it was 
amended. 


Senate agreed with Dr. O’Brien's suggestions. 


Election of Steering Committee members (Cont'd) 


79-7-23 Dr. O’Brien advised that as a result of the third round of balloting, no one has as 
yet been elected from the Faculty of Arts and Science. He announced that for the 
next round, Professors Adams, Stewart, Tittler, and Verthuy, would remain on the 
ballot. 


Undergraduate Academic Regulations (Cont'd) 


Repetition of Courses 


79-7-24 Dean Chaikelson pointed out that the regulations, in so far as students registered 
in the Faculty of Arts and Science were concerned, were different on the two 
campuses and she wondered whether the statement on the status quo would 
reflect that difference. Dr. O’Brien advised that in his opinion the statement 
would have to reflect that difference. Dean Chaikelson requested that a statement 
on the status quo be forwarded to her, as Chairman of the Arts and Science 
Faculty Council, before the Council meeting scheduled for October 5, 1979. 
Guidelines for programmes within "small units”. 


79-7-25 


79-7-26 


79-7-27 


79-7-28 


79-7-29 


Dr. Breen advised that Dr. Wall had to leave the Senate meeting and also that the 
Principals of the "small units" would be meeting next week to discuss the 
"Guidelines for programmes within small units (DOC-US79-7-D10.) He asked that 
the "Guidelines" be tabled. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. BREEN, SECONDED BY PROF. TITTLER THAT 
THE "GUIDELINES FOR PROGRAMHES WITH 'SMALL UNITS' 
"(DOC-US-79-7-D1O), BE TABLED. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Next Meeting 


It was announced that the next meeting, to deal with curriculum changes, would be 
held on Friday, October 12, 1979, at 2:00 p.m. in the Protestant School Board of 
Greater Montreal. 


Election of Steering Committee Members (Cont'd) 
Dr. O’Brien announced that Prof. Adams, Faculty of Arts and Science, has been 
elected to the Steering Committee. The following names remained on the ballot for 


the fourth round: Prof. Stewart, Prof. Tittler, Prof. Verthuy. 


Dr. O’Brien announced that Prof. Verthuy has been elected to the Steering 
Committee. 


Adjournment 


The meeting adjourned at 5:00 p.m. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


